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Dr. Ms. McCru.thy, The proposed cleanup of the 
Po1tlru.1d Hru.·bor is a big win for indusby and a 
bad deal for the public. EPA's cleanup proposal 
tackles just 8% of a site ru.·ea that is 100% toxic. 
A more aggressive plru.1 is needed to prevent 
even more hru.m to human health and the 
environment. On behalf of all people who rely 
on the river for food, recreation, employment 
and culture, I urge the EPA to implement a plan 
that: Moves quickly and sustainably reduces 
contaminants causing hru.m to Willamette and 
Columbia River resources. Includes ongoing 
monitoring ru.1d cleanup upriver and dowmiver 
from the site. Contributes to healthy fish that ru.·e 
safe to eat for all people. Holds polluters 
accountable for creating a safer Po1tland 
Harbor. These elements get us closer to the plan 
our communities deserve. And I deserve a clean, 
safe Po1tland Hru.·bor. *Submitted during the 
comment period between June 9, 2016 to 
August 8, 2016 regarding the EPA's Po1tland 
Harbor Feasibility Study and Proposed Plan. 
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Message (500 Chru.·acter 1. Adopt Alternative G with enhru.1cements to 
Limit) improve the long-te1m effectiveness of the 

cleanup. 



2. Select disposal options that do not include a 
Confined Disposal Facility and that do include 
treatment of dredged sediment to breakdown or 
bind contaminants. 
3. Because Institutional Controls (IC) are not 
effective, especially in the long te1m, EPA 
needs to reduce the need for !Cs, and include in 
the ROD provisions for PRPs covering the costs 
ofICs, and provisions for evaluating the IC 
effectiveness with regular program 
modifications. 
4. Monitored Natural Recove1y (MNR), with or 
without enhancement has not been shown to be 
effective and therefore EPA needs to reduce the 
use ofMNR, enhance the monitoring to 
annually, and include provisions in the R.O.D. 
for contingency actions if monitoring data 
indicate unsatisfacto1y perfo1mance results. 
5. Accept the new technology options that will 
reduce costs and improve long te1m 
effectiveness. These may be conducted as pilot 
projects. 
6. Include atmospheric transport in analysis of 
exposures. This inclusion will indicate the 
extent to which remaining contamination will 
expose humans in the community to 
unacceptable risks. 
7. Require the state of Oregon to continue 
upland sources control via legally enforceable 
means; the cmTent text indicates that this 
approach "May" be taken. 
8. EPA needs to require installation of 
environmental and quality of life monitoring 
during the constmction phase, with the PRP's 
covering the cost. This provision needs to be a 
required element and clearly stated. 
9. The Commm1ity needs regular oppo1tm1ities 
for input during the constrnction phase of the 
cleanup. 
10. The general goals and design 
characteristics/requirements of the fish tissue 
monitoring need to be specifically listed in the 
R.O.D. 
11. Habitat restoration following remedy 
constmction needs to be a required element in 
the R.O.D. Aquatic habitat that is disturbed by 



the remedy must be restored and the full cost 
paid by the PRPs. When nearshore and intertidal 
habitat has to be removed, it must be replaced 
and replanted with SA V that thrives. 
12. This remedy will have features that must be 
maintained in perpetuity and thus analyses need 
to account for a longer time frame in estimating 
costs and benefits. 
13. The community expects the final remedy to 
comply with state environmental quality, 
especially the water quality criteria for the PTW 
contaminants. PCBs, dioxins and DDTs in water 
and fish must meet state water quality standards. 
14. When the data are obtained for the remedial 
design, these must be shared with the 
community. 
15. This site presents characteristics of an 
Environmental Justice community, yet EPA has 
not addressed this issue. EPA needs to assess 
the EJ aspects of this site and take appropriate 
action to enhance protective and remedial 
measures. 
16. The final result of the cleanup should be the 
lifting of the Fish Consumption Adviso1y 
related to PCBs for the Po1tland Harbor area by 
a specific date. 
17. The US EPA should lead the clean up effo1t 
after the ROD, not the State of Oregon. 
18. Sediment should be removed from the Swan 
Island area rather than implementing a massive 
input of carbon as a treatment. 




